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Dear Mr. wWolf:

Subject: Jack Anderson's Column Regarding GPO
( GAO/PLRD-82-101)

In your April 19, 1982, letter, you asked us to comment on
the cost effectiveness of several Government Printing Office (GPO)
actions outlined in a Jack Anderson column which appeared in the
Washington Post on April 9, 1982. Briefly, those actions con-
cerned renovations to offices at a cost of over $234,000 and the
hiring of "Schedule C" employees, as well as increasing the
number of General Graded (GG)-18 employees (top professionals
who earn $57,500 annually).

We found that (1) GPO's Inspector General (IG) has reviewed
and issued a report on the renovations, (2) the Joint Committee
on Printing (JCP) has reviewed the IG report and is satisfied
#ith the conclusions, (3) the Schedule C appointments were
approved by the Office of Personnel Management (OPM), and (4) the
increase of GG-18 employees involved six positions, four of which
were newly created.

Ne reviewed a summary of the IG report and interviewed the
IG, as well as the JCP Staff Director. We did not review docu-
ments supporting the IG report. 1In this connection, we could not
identify generally accepted criteria on when an office should be
renovated--apparently this is left to the judgment of the
approving official. We do know that the General Services
Administration, as well as GPO, has some standards, but these
are related primarily to the amount of space and type of furni-
ture rather than when or to what extent renovations should be
done. Without criteria, it is difficult to measure the cost
effectiveness of GPO's renovations.

The IG report was issued on March 4, 1982 (according to
GPO, the investigation was ordered in January 1982). The report

concluded that:
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--Although the Public Printer had clearly mandated that all
renovations and furnishings be "absolutely warranted by
need and need alone," in some instances, costs were not
kept to an absolute minimum. Thus, certain renovations
and furnishings exceeded the minimum required.

--Employees made their own determinations of "need" and
authorized or requested renovations of, or furnishings for,
their offices or suite of offices.

-=-GPO officials who were involved in the renovations gener-
ally failed to adhere adegquately to internal GPO control
and approval mechanisms and procedures, most particularily
the approval requirements of the Capital Investment Board.

-=-No GPO employee was found to have willfully intended to
disregard GPO pelicies or to have violated the law.

On the basis of these conclusions, the IG recommended that the
Public Printer (1) advise all personnel that exceptions to internal
controls would not be tolerated, (2) direct that GPO policies con-
cerning conditions warranting renovations or furnishings be reviewed,
and (3) direct the Chairman of the Internal Control Committee to
strengthen GPO regulations concerning such activities under GPO's
existing Internal Control Vulnerability Assessment Program. The
Public Printer has directed that all these recommendations be
instituted. ’

The IG report has not been released to the public. Bowever,
a summary of the report was prepared and released (see enc. I).
This summary, along with the complete report, was given to JCP for
its review. The Committee Chairman and Vice—-Chairman were briefed
on the content and were satisfied that it reflected a complete and
candid description of the events surrounding the entire incident.

JCP is responsible for monitoring GPO's actions. It also is
responsible for approving the types of renovations discussed in
Jack Anderson's column. GPO did not seek approval for these
particular actions; however, JCP does plan to monitor future ren-
ovations more closely. This is evident in the resolution JCP
issued on May 11, 1982 (see enc. II).

The hiring of the Schedule C employees mentioned in the
column was approved by OPM. We found that Schedule C employees
waere hired and that justifications for each were sent to OPM.
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We did not review the propriety of these hirings; however, we
understand that your Office has requested OPM toc explain its
criteria for approving these types of appointments.

The IG told ug that the increase in the number of GG-18

employees involved six positions, four of which were newly

created. All but one of these positions were filled by GPO
personnel. Four of the six positions have been downgraded to

5G-17.
If we can be of further assistance, please let us know.

Sincerely yours,

Yy
™
xﬁ Donald 4. Horan

Director

Enclosures - 2



ENCLOSURE I ENCLOSURE I

REPORT OF THE PUBLIC PRINTER SUMMARIZING THE GPO
INSPECTOR GENERAL'S REPORT ON RENOVATIONS AND FURNISHINGS

1. iIinspector Genmeral's Conclusions and Recommendations

On March &, 1982, the Inspector General of the Govermment Printing
Office issued the results of an audit and investigation into the purchase
of furniture and the renovation of certain offices at the Government
Printing Office (hereinafter GPO) in his Report on Office Renovations and
Furnishings (hereinafter Report). The primary conclusions of the Report
are as follows: ‘

A. Although the Public Printer had clearly mandated that all
renovations and furnishings must be "absolutely warranted by
need and need alone”, in some instances costs were not kept
te an absolute minimum, and thus certain renovations and
furnishings exceeded the minimum required.

B. Each employee made his or her own determination of "need" and
authorized or requested renovation of or furnishings for his
or her oum office or suite of offices.

C. Those involved in the renovations gemerally failed zo adhere
adequately to internal GPO control and approval mechanisms
and procedures, most particularly the approval requirements
of the Capital Investment Board.

D. No GPO employee was found to have willfully intendec to

! disregard GPO policies, or to have violated by law.

On the basis of these conclusions, the Inspector General recommended
that the Public Printer: (1) advise all persounel that exceptions to
internal comtrols will not be tolerated; (2) direct that GPO policies
concerning conditions warranting renovatious or furnishings be reviewed;
and (3) direct the Chairman of the Internmal Control Committee to strengthen
GPO regulations concerning such activities under GPO's existing Incernal
Control Vulnerability Assessment Program.

I1. The Renovations and Futnishingi

A. Backgrouud

The renovations which the Inspector General audited and reviewed
are only a2 minor portion of future remodeling and renovation contemplated
for the main GPO building. The GPO is currently in the process of seeking
approval for a Master Space Plan for the entire main GPO building from the
Joint Committee on Printing. That plan contemplates the relocation of
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various GPO departments and divisions in refurbished areas of the

building. The GPO also is in the process of installing & building-wide
fire sprinkler system, a project approved by the Joint Committee on
Printing in 1979. The renovations in question took place as a preliminary
step in the full renovation and relocation effort and in certain instances
in the interests of safety —— since the sprinkler system vas needed and
ceilings in some of the offices were in a dangerous state of deterioration.

B. Casts

The total costc of the audited removations and furniture purchases
vas $234,339.66, the vast majority of vhich was completely justified and
appropriate. Some expenditures were nmot appropriate in a time of fiscal
austerity, although few if any of them exceeded General Services
Aduinistration standards. These somevhat questionable expenditures were a
result of certain GPO employees failing to exercise their best judgment.
The basic work done was necessary, but problems arose both in the manner oy
which the renovations were planned and executed and in a failure in certain
instances to take advantage of the leaat costly alternative available.

It should be noted that the figure of $234,339.56 comprises labor,
overhead, material, and furniture costs. The GPO is somewhat unigue in
that we mzintain our owm force of carpenters, plumbers, electricians,
painters, pipe and sheet metal workers, and masons. It was these craftsmen
whe performed all of the work om this renovation, and their direct labor
costs and an additional overhead charge of zlose to 902 of tne direct lapor
costs equalled in excess of 587 of the total expenditure. These labor and
overhead charges, since the craftsmen would have worked on some other
project were this one not available, would have been incurred by the GPO
regardless of the renovation project. Furthermore, the cost of all
materials charged to the project included a 25Z add-on for materials
management overhead. Thus the incremental costs to the GPO of this
renovation project — the costs which would not have occurred but for this
project —— are significantly lower than the total cost. Of the total
incremental cost, only a small portion, which cannot be quantified
sccurately, was of truly questionable nacure.

C. Particulars of the Renovations and Acguisition of PFurniture

The types of renovations and remodeling which took place in
different offices included the installation of a sprinkler system and
suspended accustical tile ceilings; the complete demolition of existing
offices and construction of a suite of executive and staff offices; the
installation of new carpets, drapes, and wall coverings; removal and
replacement of certain large unwanted semi-installed bookcases; the
purchase of office furniture to furnish newly constructed offices and to
replace existing furniture in remodeled offices; the bricking closed of a
doorway; the inmstallation of chair rails, door frames, chair-rail-height
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wall paneling, a frawed window, and crown molding; the customary
refinishing of certain furniture; and some painting and electrical work.
Much of this work, in and of itself, was not improper or in any sense

extravagant; some of it, however, was. .

P s

Significant failures in judgment occurred in the following

instances:

1.

SRR

On four occasions GPO trucks were sent to a carpet
manufacturer in Pennsylvania to expedite the transportation
of carpet to Washington. OQf the four trips, one may have
been justified due to exigent circumstances, the others
clearly were not.

Much of the renovation work was performed without submission
of, requests for, or approval of, maintenance job orders and
project justificatioms called for by GPO Instructions. The
existing internal control mechanisms were not properly’
utilized and were not effective. :

A policy was conceived and enunciated whereby no two offices
would utilize the same color schemes, thereby obviating the
use of certain cost—effective renovation measures.

The determination of the height of a ceiling and the removal
of certain semi-installed bookcases dictated, in the first
instance, that new wall coverings be installed, and in the
second instance, that both new wall coverings and a new
carpet be installed, when a less costly alternative course of
action existed. -

Chair-rail-high walnut paneling and some walnut trim work, as
well as hand-crafted crown molding, was ordered and
installed, although these measures quite plainly exceeded the
requirement of absolute need.

Certain materials -~ primarily walnut -- were purchased prior

.to determining the actual requirements for the precise type

and amount of those materials.

In one instance, acoustical ceiling tile was procured from a
supplier in Florida because that supplier could deliver the
entire quantity required within a severely shortened work
schedule, whereas standard procurement procedures could have
obtained the tile from local suppliers and met a realistic
work schedule. 1In another instance, ceiling tile of extra
thickness was procured in order to diminish noise from the
office below, while a less costly alternative was not
adequately explored.

VIR VD T PR 4T v e
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8. There was also a failure to adequately assess the suitability
of existing office space prior ro the demolition and '
renovation of that space for new offices.

9. Furniture was ordered (although subsequently cancelled) which
exceeded GSA standards for the grade level of the ordering
official, and furniture in certain offices was replaced
although the existing furniture was probably still
serviceable. .

10. Carpets wer:z réplaced which were still serviceable, although
wear patrarns were sometimes evident, and carpets were
installed by mistake in the wrong offices necessitating
duplicative purchases.

11. A newly installed carpet in a secretarial area wvas found to
s0il rapidly. The secretary at the suggestion of her
supervisor, secured a nev replacement carpet, vwhich, however,
was never installed, and can be utilized elsewhere.

12. The sprinkler system in the offices in question was installed
by GPO personnel, although a contract had already been
avarded to & private fimm for the installation of the entire
system, including the portion installed in these offices. 1It
was tnought that it would be more cost-effective to proceed
with the installation during renovation of the offices in
gquestion, but the GPO must now renegotiace its contract with
the private firm.

13. Some GPO employees failed to adequately review applicable
guidelines and internmal control mechanisms, failed to
adequately apprise affected employees of the guidelines, and
failed to question requests in excess of the guidelines or in
contravention of internal coutrol mechanisms.

These cited instances include all of the significant questicnable
activity which the Inspector General detailed in his Report. As indicated
previously, much of the renovation activity was justified and that
renovation work is not recounted above. The Inspector General concliuded --
after reviewing all of the conduct -— both questionable and proper -- that
noe GPO employee willfully disobeyed GPO regulations, and there wvere no
violationg of law.

ITI. Actions Taken to Prevent Future Reoccurrences of Questionable Activity

- .

When 1 first became aware of the existence of a potential failure to
adhere to GPO policies and my explicit guidelines regarding removation, I
directed the Inspector General to commence an audit and investigation of
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the activity, and it is hie Report which I have just summarized. Those
renovations wnich were not completed prior to my becoming cognizant of the
situation vere claosely exawined and partially altered to ensure their
cost~effectivenass, and I required chat all office repovation stili uander
construction be rejustified solely on the basis of need. GPO Instruction
810.10B was also revised ip order to strengthen and clarify che role and
duties of the GPG's Capital Investment Board.

In respouse Lo the Inspector General’s Report, I have directed that
all of his recommendatioms be instituted. I have made it clear through a
series of meetings with the responsible employees that exceptionms from
internal controls and procedures will not be tolerated. I hawve also
directed that all relevant GPO policies and Instructions be reviewed -
Instruction 810.108 already having beenm revised — with a view to
clarifying the types of removations which are proper and stremgthening
internal controls regarding such renovations. In addition, I have directed
that the Chairman of the Intermal Control Committee devote special
attention to exawining removation activities as part of the GPO's existing
Internal Control Vulnerability Assessment Program.

Equally importantly, I have made sure that the GPO employees invelved
are fully aware of the mistakes in judgment that vere made, and vhen I feel
it to be required, verbal reprzmands and written letters of reprimand will

be issued.

I believe that these actions are adequate to improve the GPO's system
of internal coutrols, eansure that these mistakes are not repeated, and to
discipline the GPO employees involved. These measures should ensure that
future renovation activities at the GPO are cost-effective and justified onm

the basis of need and need alome.

DANFORD L. SA ,
Public PBrint
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RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE JOINT COMMITTEE ON PRINTING ON MAY 11, 1982

 WHEREAS, the Joint Committee on Printing was created by law to establish
palicy for the Government Printing Office and for the Federal
printing establishment, and it has always been the policy of the
Joint Committee on Printing to supervise and conduct Government
printing business on a cost-effective and efficient basis

WHEREAS, the authority of the Joint Committae has been éanfirmud and
supported by opinions of the Attorney General and the Camptrol1er
General of the United States, and

WHEREAS, this authority extends to all matters involving the GPQ personnel
including wages, salaries and compensation,

BE IT THEREFORE RESCLVED, That prior approval of the Joint Committee on
Printing is necessary for alterations to, or relocation of,
facilities, for changes in the structure of the werk-force,
for implemantation of new technoiogy and services, and for all
decisions that affect the scone and character of the Federal
printing program.

8E IT FURTHER RESOLYED, That no furloughs, reductions in force, or other
adverse personnel actions shall be imposed upon GPQ employees as
ad hoc solutions to imuediate problems until a study of the long-
range printing needs of the Federal Government has been conducted
by GPO/JCP and evaluated by the JCP to determine the future
technological and personne! requirements of the GPG.
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